1 in 3 languages for 3 countries with Alzheimer's disease patients. Cognitive debriefing of this target population presents unique challenges with assessing subject comprehension of the text and determining the appropriateness of terminology for the language and country. When translating measures created to assess cognitive impairment, we must assess the comprehensibility and cultural appropriateness of a translation intended for a population whose ability to report on these aspects may be limited. Our goal for this current research and moving forward is to continue to enrich our understanding of the abilities of this target population and to develop a cognitive debriefing approach that can best ascertain the data needed to create a validated translation.
BACKGROUND
The FCSRT-IR is a clinician-administered verbal memory exercise, which employs visual prompts, an interference exercise, and multiple recall methods. The FCSRT-IR has been used "to identify prevalent dementia, predict future dementia, identify those patients with mild cognitive impairment destined to develop AD, and distinguish AD from non-AD dementias" 2 .
METHODS
The FCSRT-IR consists of identification and naming of words that appear on a card with immediate cued recall, free recall after a 20-second interference task, and then another cued recall of any words forgotten during the free recall task. Corporate Translations, Inc., translated, harmonized, and back translated the FCSRT-IR into 3 languages for 3 countries (Dutch for The Netherlands, Italian for Italy and Spanish for Spain). The harmonized questionnaires were subsequently subjected to in-person cognitive debriefing interviews with patients who had Mild Cognitive Impairment (MCI) as a result of Alzheimer's disease. In lieu of a paraphrasing task to determine understanding, due both to the nature of the recall tasks required and the subjects' cognitive impairment, the interviewer asked follow-up probe questions in addition to administering the FCSRT-IR items. Subject responses to pointed probe questions assisted the translation team in determining whether subjects' comprehension difficulty with questionnaire items was due to translation concerns or to cognitive impairment.
Identification and Naming of Items & Immediate Cued Recall
Interviewers asked subjects to point to and name each word on the card (e.g., grapes) in response to its category cue (e.g., fruit). Each card contained 4 words. After completion of the naming and identification exercise, the interviewer removed the card from view. The interviewer then asked the subject to say the name of each item that appeared on a card in response to the category cue ("…I want you to tell me the name of the fruit…the sports equipment…the bird…the furniture…"), pausing to allow the subject to speak after each cue. If the subject failed to recall an item in immediate cued recall, the interviewer reminded the subject by saying, for example: "The fruit was grapes…What was the fruit?" Whenever the subject was unable to retrieve correctly one or more items on the card, the interviewer showed this card again and asked the patient to identify only the items not retrieved correctly in immediate recall. This same procedure was completed for all 4 cards.
Free and Cued Recall
After completion of Identification, Naming, and Immediate Cued Recall of the 4 cards, subjects completed 20 seconds of an interference task: counting backwards or forwards by 3's (or 2's, or 1's, depending on the subject's ability). The counting did not have to be correct. After the interference task, the interviewer asked the subject to recall as many words as possible from the cards, in any order. For those words not retrieved, selective Cued Recall was done by using the relevant category cues.
Definition of Items
After administration of the FCSRT-IR tasks, the interviewer asked subjects to define all of the words that appeared on the cards and probed incorrect definitions. If the subject could not form a valid definition, the interviewer provided the valid definition and asked the subject if the item matched the definition provided.
Category Cue Example Elicitation
After definition of all items, the interviewer asked the subject to provide one example of each category cue. The response did not need to match the original corresponding item. For example, the interviewer read to the subject: "Can you give an example of a fruit? Can you give an example of a piece of sports equipment?" The example needed only to demonstrate that the subject understood the meaning of each category cue. If the subject failed to give a valid example, the interviewer probed the subject for a different example. If the subject continued to struggle with providing a valid example, the interviewer provided a valid example and asked the subject if the category matched the example provided.
LINGUISTIC VALIDATION
Linguistic Validation is a process conducted to confirm that a Clinical Outcomes Assessment questionnaire is acceptable for use in different languages and in different cultural contexts. Without this careful development of a translation and subsequent cognitive debriefing, one cannot be reasonably, certain that the adapted instrument is both conceptually equivalent to the original and can also be clearly understood by the average patient. The linguistic validation process begins with two translators independently translating the instrument into the target language. The translators then exchange drafts and work together to develop one reconciled or "harmonized" version. At that point, the harmonized translation is provided to a third translator who translates the text back into English without access to the original English. Both the harmonized translation and the English back translation are reviewed by a project manager and a survey research analyst; adaptations to the translation are made as needed. Once the final translation has been approved, it is debriefed among in-country native speakers of the language, with varying demographic and educational backgrounds, to check for conceptual equivalence and clarity.
COGNITIVE DEBRIEFING RESULTS
Cognitive debriefing was completed with 5 subjects per each of the 3 languages (n=15 subjects). Subjects were required to be at least 50 years of age and have MCI as a result of Alzheimer's disease. Thirty-three percent (33%) of the sample was male. Subjects were aged 57-90, with an average age of 70.9 years, and SE of 11.3 years. Subjects had a formal education ranging from 3-17 years, with an average of 12.2 years and SE of 4.5 years.
All subjects understood the instructions given and were able to perform the Identification and Naming of Items and Immediate Cued Recall, and Free and Selective Cued Recall tasks. Problems with recall related to terminology were explored during the Definition of Terms and Category Cue Example Elicitation.
As a result of cognitive debriefing, 13 revisions were made to the FCSRT-IR translations for improved understanding of concepts and cultural appropriateness in the target languages. Steer Wheel Dutch / Netherlands All 5 subjects referred to an "aeroplane" or "boat" upon hearing the word "Stuurwiel" (Steer Wheel), though the associated category cue is "Part of a car." Subjects commented that "Stuurwiel" (Steerwheel) is not used in Dutch to refer to part of a car. In Dutch "Stuur" (also a translation of Steer Wheel) is used for a car. Revision made from "Stuurwiel" (Steerwheel) to "Stuur" (Steer Wheel).
COGNITIVE DEBRIEFING RESULTS (continued)
Pitcher (jug) Dutch / Netherlands Four (4) subjects suggested to use "Kan" (Jug), "Waterkan" (Water Jug) or "Karaf" (Carafe) instead of "Schenkkan" (Pitcher), though they understood the translation. In Dutch, "Schenkkan" (Pitcher) is not often used in this context. Revision made from "Schenkkan" (Pitcher) to "Karaf" (Carafe).
Pretzel Dutch / Netherlands All 5 subjects understood what was meant with "Krakeling" (Pretzel) but would not use it in the context of a "Tussendoortje" (Snack Food), the corresponding category cue. The item and the category do not correspond for Dutch speakers. Alternative suggestions from subjects: "Snickers" (Snickers) or "Milky Way" (Milky Way), "Kroket" (Croquette), or "Mars" (Mars bar) or "Cracker" (Cracker). Revision made from "Krakeling" (Pretzel) to "Kroketje" (Croquette).
Cake Dutch / Netherlands Four (4) subjects suggested to use another word, though they understood "Taart" (Cake). Suggestions included "IJs" (Ice cream), 'Vla" (Custard), "Pudding" (Pudding) or "Yoghurt" (Yogurt). In Dutch the word "Taart" (Cake) is associated with birthdays and not with desserts. Revision made from "Taart" (Cake) to "Pudding" (Pudding).
Paper Clip
Italian / Italy Three (3) subjects did not comprehend what "graffetta" (paper clip) was. After explanation, they said they had never used one and didn't know what it was. Revision made from "graffetta" (paper clip) to "fermacapelli" (hair clip).
Snack Food (category cue)
Italian / Italy Four (4) subjects were unable to define the category cue "Snack Food" and the corresponding item "salatino" (pretzel). The word "pretzel" is not used in Italy since pretzels are not readily available in Italy. One (1) subject suggested to replace it with "salatino" (salt biscuit; cracker). Revision made from "spuntino" (snack food) to "bevanda" (a drink) and from "salatino" (pretzel) to "Aranciata" (orange drink).
Pretzel (word list)
Dominoes Italian / Italy Four (4) subjects were unable to describe this item and were unable to provide a different solution to express the item in clearer terms after prompting. "Domino" (dominos) is not a very common game in Italy. Revision made from "domino" (dominos) to "scacci" (chess).
Cabin
Italian / Italy Four (4) subjects were unable to define "baita" (cabin). After prompting, they were unable to provide a different solution to express the item in clearer terms. Revision made from "baita" (cabin) to "villa" (villa) for improved comprehension in target language.
Toaster Italian / Italy Two (2) subjects found it hard to identify this item. After prompting, they were unable to provide a different solution to express the item in simper terms. The interviewer felt that the lack of comprehension and familiarity with the term is connected to the advanced age of the subjects. Revision made from "tostapane" (toaster) to "frigorifero" (refrigerator) for improved comprehension in target language.
Cactus
Italian / Italy Two (2) subjects were unable to explain this item, and both said that they have never seen this plant. "Cactus" is not a very common plant in Italy and should be replaced with a typical Italian plant. Revision made from "cactus" (cactus) to "olivo" (olive tree) for cultural appropriateness.
Pretzel Spanish / Spain All 5 of the subjects defined "lazo" (pretzel) as a tie or a bow, but never as a snack. Once explained, 3 of them recognized what it is and 2 of them did not. All said that they would never use "lazo" as an example of snack food and suggested to use another example like "galleta salada" (salted cookie), "aceituna" (olive), "patatas fritas" (chips), or "jamón serramo" (cured ham). Revision made from "lazo" (pretzel) to "galleta salada" (salted cookie).
Discussion
Of the 13 translation revisions, 11 of these were made in favor of an alternative term that was agreed to be more appropriate for the target language and culture, and therefore, familiar to the respondents. Of particular interest related to cultural adaptation of terminology are foods, games, and vegetation (plants, flowers), as seen with the revisions to the terms pretzel, dominoes, and cactus. All 3 languages required revisions to the term pretzel -either because it is not readily available in the target location or because respondents did not consider it to be a snack food. Italian subjects could not give an example of the category cue snack food or the corresponding term pretzel, opting to replace the category with bevanda (a drink) and the word list term Aranciata (orange drink).
Two other revisions were due to lack of understanding. Three Italian subjects were unfamiliar with the term paper clip, substituting it with hair clip for improved comprehension. Two Italian subjects could not define toaster, and a revision was made to refrigerator. This was thought to be due to the subjects' generation and the technology available to their age group.
If terms included in the recall task are not familiar to the respondent, this could hinder recall 3 (p101-102) . This makes it difficult to tease apart degree of cognitive impairment and lack of familiarity due to a term not having widespread usage in a particular language and location.
CONCLUSIONS
The FCSRT-IR successfully completed linguistic validation with patients who have Mild Cognitive Impairment (MCI) as a result of Alzheimer's disease and is considered linguistically validated for use in 3 languages for 3 countries. Cultural adaptation of the source terms as a result of cognitive debriefing is critical to ensure that respondent inability to recall items is due to MCI and not lack of familiarity with the term due to cultural inappropriateness for the target language and country.
